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By AH Buckwald 

- ^ average ncwspapefeieade^ how’a 

tookefiitor goes about selqjSin^ ^omeofle 'Wpmfm'% ' 
n^ly published novel- or work 1 ■ of rioi^ictioiL Except ; v 
Writhe few books that th^ book editor chooses to review ; : 
himself, the editor usually assign? the job to: 

1 (&) A college^professcu? V: ; ' - 

(b) Someone who has. written: a book ^ on a similar’ 

■■..■ Subject ;j 1 ■ ■ ’ \ 

(c) A reporter friend' who. can 'use^tlie-'$25.:.: \- 

‘ Now, each of one of these, people can cause trouble 
for an author* v J ; . , 

The college professor usually doesn’t ^review ^ the book 
assigned to him, but uses it as an opportunity to discuss * 
everything he knows about literature* His review may 
start off “Murray Slbtnick is no Marcel Proust* When 
Protist wais a boy Slotniek is lucky if the prof eswr 
mentions his book even ohce^|- the Review* - (l r >? 

While the college professor side- 

tracked in his review' he is usdally not malicious about 
sidetracking. If he ignores the book he only does it 
because the professor knows 'the . reader is much more 
interested in his knowledge of, writers of the 20th 
century than in Slotnick's latest work. - 

The second category of reviewer is the most danger- 
ous. When the book editor turns over a newly published 
work to an author who has written on the same subject, 
the writer of the book is sunk. 

Let us assume that Stump has just written the defin- 
itive history of Staten Island. The book editor assigns 


the work to Carstairs, wno xwo years agu, vriuie lllc 
definitive history of Staten Island. Carstairs has no in- -j 
tention of letting Stump’s history, replace his own and 
so he lacerates Stump in the review for factual inac- 
curacies, lack of depth, shoddy writing, bad illustrations 
t and outdated street maps. ; \ 

to fiction the situation is even worse. When an editor 
asks one ficUon' writ^ ,: to ’.remew :atother writer’s new | 
book he is signing, the latter’s : death, warrant. There 
. are; very few writers of fiction who are capable of' re- 
■ viewing another /writer’s book, without slashing -off 
an ear. " ' 

Brubaker, the author of “Sit,” starts off his review of 
Templebar’s new novel “Big Toe” as follows: “Temple- ; 
/ bar; who showed, so miicli promise in the fifties With 
; ■' his .first novel, (“Postage Due,” has, once again disap- 
pointed his readers .’’-What nobody knows is' that 
^Viewed Brubaker's last book in a. similar 
manner, and Brubaker is .finally getting his revenge. 

(I know from personal experience ithat book editors 
. • operate fijis -way -because every time Russeil - Baker 
comes out with a.riewbooklain asked to review it, and 
every time I come out with a book, Baker is asked to 
write about it; Since I have nothing good to say about 
Balter, and’ he: has; nothing;. good; to say about. me, we 
have a deal. We each write our own reviews of our owin' 
books and sign the other’s name. This is the only reason 
we’ve been able to remain friends for so many years.) 

If the author Had his choice of reviewers, he would 
probably choose the third category—the editor’s re- 
porter friend who needs the extra 25 dollars. 

The reporter who is more interested in the money 
than he is in criticism doesn’t have time to read the 
;7 book, so he just types up everything printed on the 
inside book jacket, and hands it in as his review. Pub- 
lishers know this and that is why most inside book 
jackets read like favorable book reviews. 

What of the blurbs, that; appear on the back cover 
7 : and. in the,; advertisements recommending the book in 
glowing terms? Those, dear reader, are written by 
friends of the author whb haven’t read the book, but 
owe the poor guy a favor, - 
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